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Introduction

Army HeadquartersrgjagedRER 2 £ dzii A 2 y & 3n canjir@tibn withOELR vssiiates, Inc. (609 [ €00
conduct a Resident Satisfaction and Opinion Survey of residents living irprivatized Rmily (FH) and
Unaccompanied (UHOn-BaseHousingfor the fifth year The survey was conducted at 43 Installatiors
consisting oB90 NeighborhoodsBuildings betweerApriland May 2019

The complete REACT Methodology and Scope have been adsddkeasium A and B.

A. Initial Observations

Initial observations are being provided at the beginning of this summary with references to the page
include detailed informationPlease note that the Initial Observations are regarding Family Housing
Unaccompanied Housing findings are reference on Rage

The results of the 2018rmy RCResidentSurvey indicate a decline in scores for most locations compare
prior surveys. The score declingappear to bedue toa combination of growinglissatisfaction coupled with
downwardtrend inoverallresident sentiment upon learning that other residents had similar or greater iss
Media reports and cited partner profisdlsomayhave attributed to the decline in resident sentimeritor more
information Reference page 16.

1. Overall, Property and Service Scores for the 28y RCFH Surveyhave decreasedOverall (4.6) a
decrease of 5.9 pointdroperty 72.5 a decrease of 6.4 poinend Service §.9) a decrease of 6.0 points
Reference page 3.

2. Out of the 43 Installations, 76.7% (33) rated in the Outstanding, Good to Average range (100.0 thrt
16.3% (7) ragd Below Average (69.9 thru 65.0) and 7.0% (3g¢dd&oor/Very Poor (64.9 thru 55.0)A 5-
point scalewasaddedin the full tablefor comparison purposefeferencgageb.

3. Although, a comparison for PRMlitary Housing to 2019 is not yet available, the current trend for 2019
showsa significant decline in all Satisfaction Indexes and Business Success Factors for all surveyed
housing.Reference page 5

4. Residents were asked to rate their satisfaction with ti&ime and privatized housing community. See
below based on 23,431 surveys receiviedference page 13.

1 67% (15,679) are satisfied with their honi®% (2,327) are neither satisfied nor dissatisfied and
23% b,374) are dissatisfied with their home.

1 59% (B,896) are satisfied with the privatized housing commuyrif§%s (3,071) are neither satisfie(
nor dissatisfied and 27% (6,324) are dissatisfied with the privatized housing community.

5. Many issuegited within the resident comments are in reference to the BAH. These incladige of home
for BAH;paying full BAH t&RCl Partneversus market valueand unfairness regarding promotions y&cCl
Partnerretains full BAH. Residerislieve ifArmy managed th@ousing BAH would be allocatddferently.
This is an area where education is needed.
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B. Overall Results - Family Housing
Response Rate Data FH

1. OverallResponse Rates:

# of Projects 43
The response rate &9.5% isn the Goodrangebutisa decrease of 9% ,
from 2018 The majority of locationg80%) achieved a response rate # ofNeighborhoods 381
greater than 20%Nine Installations h&e response rates under 20%. Surveys Distributed 79,388

2. Satisfaction Index Results: Surveys Received 23,431

Overall Army RG¥HScores were in theating range ofad ! @S Naér 3  Response Rate 29.5%
Overalt n ®c X f26 SYyR 2F G4D22Ré¢ T1podg

the PropertyScore. All Satisfaction scores decreased betwe8ro 6.4

points.

Satisfaction Index Comparison
Scores and Performance Levels

Outstanding 85-100
915
I Very Good 80-84
819
80.5
Good 75-79 789
759
Average 70-74 748
725
Below Avg. 65-69
Poor 60-64
I Very Poor 55-59
. Current Score
I Crisis Below 55 Prior Score
. Best Practice
Overall Satisfaction Score Property Satisfaction Score Service Satisfaction Score
is 74.6 (Average), a is 72.5 (Average), a is 75.9 (Good), a decrease
decrease of 5.9 points. decrease of 6.4 points. of 6.0 points.
Score Ratings
100.0 to 85.0 Qutstanding 69.9 to 65.0 Below Average
84.9 to 80.0 Very Good 64.9 to 60.0 Poor
79.9 to 75.0 Good 59.9to 55.0 Very Poor
74.9 to 70.0 Average 549to 0.0 Crisis
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3. Current and Prior Score by Satisfaction Indexes and Business Success Factors:

Army RCI Housirggoresdeclined for all Satisfaction Indexes and Business Success Fa@oif

Metric 2019 2018 Var.
Overall Score 74.6 80.5 -5.9
Property Score 72.5 78.9 -6.4
Service Score 75.9 81.9 -6.0
17 Readiness to Solve Problems 77.4 82.5 -5.1
21 Responsiveness & Follow-Through 72.2 78.6 -6.4
31 Property Appearance & Condition 72.7 79.2 -6.5
47 Quality of Management Services 74.9 81.0 -6.1
51 Quality of Leasing 82.3 85.9 -3.6
61 Quality of Maintenance 78.0 84.5 -6.5
71 Property Rating 72.4 78.3 -5.9
81 Relationship Rating 75.5 81.2 -5.7
91 Renewal Intention 67.9 74.4 -6.5
Distributed 79,388 78,515 873
Received 23,431 30,241 -6,810
Percent Received 29.5% 38.5% -9.0%

Scores are not a percentilScores are calculateld100 scoring range.

4. Status by Overall Projetty Overall Satisfaction Index

76.7% ofinstallations rated in the Outstanding, GoodAverage rangg(100.0 thru 75.0) 58.1% of the
Installatiors decreased by more than 5 points.

Project Statug Overall Satisfaction Index

. % of # of
Status(43 Installations) Project | Installations

1. Increased Scores 9.3% 4
2. Decreased Score less than 5 points 32.6% 14
3. Decreased more than 5 points 58.1% 25
4. Rated in the Outstanding, Good or Average ranges (100.0 thru 7! 76.7% 33
5. Rated in the Below Average ran§®.9 thru 65.0) 16.3% 7
6. Rating Poor or Very Poor ranges (64.9 thru 55.0) 7.0% 3

1- Readiness to Solve Problems 6 - Quality of Maintenance

2 - Responsiveness & Folletihrough 7 - Property Rating

3 - Property Appearance and Condition 8 - Relationship Rating

4 - Quality of Management Services 9 - Renewal Intention

5 - Quality of Leasing
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5. Current and Prior Score with Comparison to All Military:
§ Army RCI Housing decreased

The scores for Overall Army REH for2019 were compared to within all Satisfaction Indexes

2018 and All Military PPVsvithin all branches of the military

excluding Army scores § Decreases range fror3.6
(Leasing) te6.5 for Property
Appearance & Condition,
Quality of Maintenance and

Renewal Intention). A
Although, a comparison for PRMlitary Housing to 2019 is not /

yet available, the current trend for 2019 is a significant decline in all

Satisfaction Indexes and Business Success Fact@is sarveyed®PV housingddditionalPPVs from other
military branches are scheduled to be surveyed in Eadlof 2019which may or may not impact the current
trend by year end.

Army RCI Housirdecreased in atireas for 209. Decreases
range from-3.6 (Leasing) te6.5 for Property Appearance &
Condition,Quality of Maintenance and Renewal Intention).

All (Army

Metric Overall | Overal MY

Army) Military)
2018 Var.
Overall Score 74.6 80.5 -5.9 82.1 -7.5
Property Score 72.5 78.9 -6.4 81.1 -8.6
Service Score 75.9 81.9 -6.0 82.6 -6.7
1 - Readiness to Solve Problems 77.4 82.5 -5.1 83.0 -5.6
2 - Responsiveness & Follow-Through 72.2 78.6 -6.4 79.2 -7.0
3 - Property Appearance & Condition 72.7 79.2 -6.5 81.1 -8.4
4 - Quality of Management Services 74.9 81.0 -6.1 81.6 -6.7
5 - Quality of Leasing 82.3 85.9 -3.6 87.1 -4.8
6 - Quality of Maintenance 78.0 84.5 -6.5 85.4 -7.4
7 - Property Rating 72.4 78.3 -5.9 80.9 -8.5
8 - Relationship Rating 75.5 81.2 -5.7 82.1 -6.6
9 - Renewal Intention 67.9 74.4 -6.5 77.2 -9.3

Scores are not a percentilS8cores are calculateld100 scoring range.

Business Success Factors

1 - Readiness to Solve Problems 6 - Quality of Maintenance
2 - Responsiveness & Folletihrough 7 - Property Rating

3 - Property Appearance and Condition 8 - Relationship Rating

4 - Quality of Management Services 9 - Renewal Intention

5 - Quality of Leasing

Score Ratings

100.0 to 85.0 Outstanding 69.9 to 65.0 Below Average
84.9 to 80.0 Very Good 64.9 to 60.0 Poor
79.9 to 75.0 Good 59.9 to 55.0 Very Poor
74.9 to 70.0 Average 549to 0.0 Crisis
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6. Scores and Rating by Installation:

Out of the 43 Installationg,6.7% (33jated in the Outstanding, Good to Average range (100.0 thru 7B608% (7Jating
Below Average (69.9 thru 65.0) and% (3)ating Poor/Very Poor (64.9 thru 55.0).5 point scale added for comparisor
purposes.

CEL Rating % Overall -

Partner Installation Scale Overall | Overall Property Service Dist. Rec 5 Point
Score ) Scale

Line

1 Lend Lease | Greely 89.0

2 Michaels Huachuca 87.5 84.5 89.3 1,032 | 27.8% 4.38
3 BBC Picatinny Arsenal 85.4 82.6 87.4 68 | 72.1% 4.27
4 BBC Carlisle Barracks Very Good 83.5 84.4 83.1 262 | 27.9% 4.18
5 Lend Lease | Wainwright Very Good 83.2 81.3 84.5 1,746 | 47.9% 4.16
6 BBC White Sands Very Good 82.9 82.8 82.4 304 | 45.7% 4.15
7 Michaels YPG Very Good 82.6 78.9 84.5 191 | 36.1% 4.13
8 Lend Lease | Drum FH Very Good 80.0 76.0 82.3 3,428 | 41.2% 4.00
9 Lend Lease | Knox 79.8 76.1 82.0 2,210 | 39.0% 3.99
10 Hunt Redstone Arsenal 79.1 80.1 77.6 352 | 58.8% 3.96
11 Corvias APG 78.5 75.9 80.5 720 | 29.7% 3.93
12 Lend Lease | Hawaii 78.3 75.5 79.8 7,223 | 39.9% 3.92
13 Clark Irwin FH 77.7 75.4 80.0 2,335 | 41.1% 3.89
14 Lend Lease | Campbell 77.4 73.7 79.7 4,015 | 38.8% 3.87
15 Hunt Lee 77.2 73.4 79.6 1,421 | 55.7% 3.86
16 Clark Camp Parks 76.5 77.7 76.2 96 | 34.4% 3.83
17 Lincoln Sam Houston 76.3 70.4 80.9 871 | 35.4% 3.82
18 Clark Benning 76.0 74.3 77.1 3,658 | 25.9% 3.80
19 BBC Hamilton 75.8 74.6 76.7 207 | 58.5% 3.79
20 Clark Belvoir 75.2 72.8 76.2 2,081 | 51.1% 3.76
21 Corvias Riley Average 74.9 72.7 76.1 3,518 | 14.0% 3.75
22 BBC Stewart FH Average 74.8 725 76.8 2,249 | 25.2% 3.74
23 BBC Hunter Average 74.5 71.3 76.9 640 | 26.1% 3.73
24 Lincoln Lewis-McChord Average 74.1 73.6 74.4 4,903 | 29.9% 3.71
25 BBC Detrick Average 73.0 75.6 714 330 | 20.9% 3.65
26 BBC Gordon Average 73.0 71.4 75.0 930 | 22.4% 3.65
27 Corvias Rucker Average 72.7 68.5 74.9 1,360 | 14.2% 3.64
28 Lend Lease | Hood Average 72.6 69.5 74.3 5,057 | 33.6% 3.63
29 Clark Monterey Average 71.3 71.6 72.0 1,907 | 29.8% 3.57
30 BBC Story Average 71.2 68.2 73.2 235 | 48.5% 3.56
31 BBC Bliss Average 70.5 69.0 71.2 3,936 | 20.3% 3.53
32 BBC Jackson Average 70.1 72.7 68.2 769 | 18.9% 3.51
33 Corvias Sill Average 70.1 69.6 70.0 1,733 | 16.3% 3.51
34 Michaels Leavenworth Below Average 69.5 69.7 69.5 1519 | 25.1% 3.48
35 BBC Leonard Wood Below Average 68.9 68.9 69.1 1,678 | 17.6% 3.45
36 Corvias Polk Below Average 68.4 63.5 71.9 3,129 | 14.0% 3.42
37 BBC Eustis Below Average 68.0 69.2 67.1 807 | 28.1% 3.40
38 Clark Moffett Below Average 67.7 70.4 66.7 175 | 48.0% 3.39
39 BBC West Point Below Average 65.8 68.8 63.9 755 | 31.4% 3.29
40 BBC Walter Reed NMMC | Below Average 65.7 69.6 63.2 209 | 18.2% 3.29
41 BBC Carson 64.0 63.6 64.5 3,187 | 24.7% 3.20
42 Corvias Meade FH 62.4 62.0 62.1 2,405 | 17.7% 3.12
43 Corvias Bragg FH 58.9 58.0 58.0 5,660 | 15.6% 2.95

Scores are not a percentilS8cores are calculateld100 scoring range.
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7. Service Ratings biynstallation for 2019,2018 2017, 2016 and 2015:

For 20D, the highest percentages based on the score ratings have shifted from Outstanding, Very Good
Good to Good, Average and Below Average.

Service Ratingfor 2019 thru2015

. % of % of % of % of % of
o= g Legere 2O Portfolio AL Portfolio AL Portfolio ZUHS Portfolio AU Portfolio

3 7.0%| 12 |PREC 13 [P 12 [RREEA 3 | 7.0%

Very Good (84.9t080.0) | 5 | 11.6%| 17 [RER 15 [l 17 Bl 11 [EEET
279% [ IF 8%l 209% M 14 0%l 34.9%

Average (74.9 to 70.0) 30.2% 14.0%
Below Avg. (69.9 to 65.0) 16.3% 18.6%
Poor 64.9 and Below

8. Installations by Rating Scale:

Details bylnstallationare provided below. Each is sortedarder of highesOverallscoresby CategoryThis is
just a visual demonstration of how the Installations ranked for the chart above.

Very Good ‘ Average Below Average Poor
100.0 to 85.0 79910750 | e
Greely Carlisle Knox Riley Leavenworth Carson
Huachuca Wainwright Redstone Stewart Leonard Wood Meade
Picatinny White Sands APG Hunter Polk Very Poor
YPG Hawaii Lewis-McChord Eustis 59.9 to 55.00
Drum Irwin FH Detrick Moffett Bragg
Campbell Gordon West Point
Lee Rucker Walter Reed
Camp Parks Hood
Sam Houston Monterey
Benning Story
Hamilton Bliss
Belvoir Jackson
Sill
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9. Current and Prior Scores by Installation:
Sorted Alpha by Installatio®ny Satisfaction Index 80 or abaweGold Highlight.

A) 4 Installations increasdreely, Hamilton, Monterey and Picatinn$ee blue highlight.
B) 14 Installationgdecreased less than 5 points (Overall scdéeke yellow highlight.

Installation - Partner ‘ Overall Property ‘ Service

Partner Installation 2019 2018 Var. 2019 2018 Var. 2019 2018 Var.
Corvias APG 78.5 81.0 (2.5) 75.9 80.0 (4.2 80.5 82.0 (1.5)
Clark Belvoir 75.2 80.0 (4.8) 72.8 79.8 (7.0) 76.2 79.5 (3.3)
Clark Benning 76.0 80.4 (4.4) 74.3 78.4 (4.2 77.1 82.5 (5.4)
BBC Bliss 70.5 76.5 (6.0) 69.0 75.9 (6.9) 71.2 76.8 (5.6)
Corvias Bragg FH 58.9 75.2 (16.3) | 58.0 716 | (13.6) 58.0 774 | (19.4)
Clark Camp Parks 76.5 81.6 (5.1) 77.7 83.2 (5.5) 76.2 80.3 (4.1)
Lend Lease Campbell 77.4 84.2 (6.8) 73.7 814 (7.7) 79.7 86.4 (6.7)
BBC Carlisle 83.5 87.2 (3.7 84.4 88.0 (3.6) 83.1 87.9 (4.8)
BBC Carson 64.0 69.5 (5.5) 63.6 70.2 (6.6) 64.5 69.5 (5.0
BBC Detrick 73.0 75.7 (2.7 75.6 79.6 (4.0 71.4 72.5 (1.1
Lend Lease Drum FH 80.0 84.6 (4.6) 76.0 81.8 (5.8) 82.3 86.7 (4.4)
BBC Eustis 68.0 76.6 (8.6) 69.2 76.7 (7.5) 67.1 76.0 (8.9)
BBC Gordon 73.0 79.4 (6.4) 71.4 79.0 (7.6) 75.0 80.0 (5.0
Lend Lease Greely 89.0 88.6 0.4 88.0 89.1 (1.2 90.1 88.1 2.0
BBC Hamilton 75.8 69.9 5.9 74.6 66.4 8.2 76.7 71.1 5.6
Lend Lease Hawaii 78.3 81.8 (3.5) 75.5 79.2 (3.7 79.8 83.3 (3.5)
Lend Lease Hood 72.6 80.3 (7.7) 69.5 78.4 (8.9) 74.3 81.5 (7.2)
Michaels Huachuca 87.5 89.1 (1.6) 84.5 87.7 (3.2) 89.3 90.0 (0.7
BBC Hunter 74.5 80.4 (5.9 71.3 78.9 (7.6) 76.9 81.5 (4.6)
Clark Irwin FH 77.7 79.4 (1.7) 75.4 77.3 (1.9) 80.0 81.8 (1.8)
BBC Jackson 70.1 80.3 (10.2) | 72.7 81.9 (9.2) 68.2 80.0 | (11.8)
Lend Lease Knox 79.8 85.3 (5.5) 76.1 82.2 (6.1) 82.0 87.9 (5.9)
Michaels Leavenworth 69.5 80.4 (10.9) 69.7 80.0 (10.3) 69.5 81.2 | (11.7)
Hunt Lee 77.2 85.1 (7.9) 73.4 83.2 (9.8) 79.6 86.9 (7.3)
BBC Leonard Wood 68.9 81.2 (12.3) | 68.9 79.1 | (10.2 69.1 83.3 | (14.2
Lincoln Lewis-McChord 74.1 82.6 (8.5) 73.6 81.2 (7.6) 74.4 84.2 (9.8)
Corvias Meade FH 62.4 75.1 (12.7) | 62.0 745 | (12.5) 62.1 74.7 | (12.6)
Clark Moffett 67.7 74.7 (7.0 70.4 75.2 (4.8) 66.7 75.6 (8.9)
Clark Monterey 71.3 69.0 2.3 71.6 72.0 (0.4) 72.0 68.8 3.2
BBC Picatinny 85.4 83.1 2.3 82.6 82.3 0.3 87.4 84.2 3.2
Corvias Polk 68.4 74.3 (5.9) 63.5 69.8 (6.3) 71.9 77.5 (5.6)
Hunt Redstone 79.1 90.1 (11.0) | 80.1 89.1 (9.0) 77.6 90.8 | (13.2)
Corvias Riley 74.9 85.6 (10.7) | 72.7 83.5 | (10.8) 76.1 86.9 | (10.8)
Corvias Rucker 72.7 82.9 (10.2) | 68.5 814 | (12.9) 74.9 83.6 (8.7)
Lincoln Sam Houston 76.3 78.6 (2.3) 70.4 76.3 (5.9 80.9 81.1 (0.2)
Corvias Sill 70.1 81.0 (10.9) | 69.6 | 79.1 | (9.5 | 70.0 | 82.1 | (12.1)
BBC Stewart FH 74.8 76.6 (1.8) 72.5 75.1 (2.6) 76.8 78.5 (1.7
BBC Story 71.2 85.0 (13.8) | 68.2 80.2 | (12.0) 73.2 88.6 | (15.4)
Lend Lease Wainwright 83.2 85.3 (2.1) 81.3 84.5 (3.2) 84.5 85.8 (1.3)
BBC Walter Reed 65.7 76.1 (10.4) | 69.6 | 79.7 | (10.1) | 63.2 | 74.4 | (11.2)
BBC West Point 65.8 75.8 (10.0) | 68.8 75.8 (7.0) 63.9 75.8 | (11.9)
BBC White Sands 82.9 85.5 (2.6) 82.8 85.0 (2.2) 82.4 85.5 (3.1
Michaels YPG 82.6 83.2 (0.6) 78.9 814 (2.5) 84.5 84.3 0.2
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10.Response Rates by Installation

Of the 43Installationsurveyed, response FH Response Rate by Installation

rates ranged from a high G2.1%

) ) ) Picatinn 72.1%
(Picatinny) to a low af4.0% for Riley anc Redston)é ’
Polk. Hamilton

L Greel
Note: A response rate of 1% is still r?_eez
considered valid based on number of Belvoir
surveys distributed. Story
.. 0 Moffett
An overall minimum goal of 20% was € wainwright
for eachlnstallationas well as each WSMR
Neighborhood within a Installation Drum FH
) Irwin FH
34 Installations met or exceed the 20% Hawaii ] 39.9%
goal. Knox | 39.0%
) . . . Campbell ] 38.8%
The followingnine Installationsdid not YPG | 36.1%
meet the response rate goal: Sam Houston | 35.4%
Camp Parks | 34.4%
1. Jackson (18.9%) Hood | 33.6%
2. Walter Reed (18%) West Point T ] 31.4%
3.Meade (17.7) Lewis-McChord 29.9%
4. Leonard Wood (17.6%) Mont‘zsé gg-?zf’
. 0 . 0
5. Sill (16.3%) Eustis 28 1%
6. Bragg (15.6%) Carlisle 27.9%
7. Rucker (14.2%) Huachuca 27.8%
8. Riley (14.0%) Hunter AA 26.1%
0 Benning 25.9%
9. Polk (14.0%) Stewart FH 25.2%
) . . Leavenworth 25.1%
Out of the nine locations thatdid not Carson T 24.7%
meet the goalsix areCorvias. Gordon 1 22.4%

Detrick 20.9%

T Bliss 20.3%
lor K

Color Key ‘ Jackson 18.9%

Watter Reed ] 18.2%

Meade FH 1 17.7%

30% to 39% Very Good Leonard Wgﬂld — 1675%%
i 16.3%
25% to 29% Good | ?

Bragg FHC——1 15.6%

20% to 24% Average Rucker 14.2%
15%t0 19% | Below Average Riley 14.0%
Polk 14.0%

0.0% 20.0% 40.0% 60.0% 80.0% 100.0%
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11.Overall Score by Installatian
_ FH Overall Score by Installation
The FH Overall Score bynstallation ranged
from a high o0f89.0 (Greely to a low 0f58.9 Greely 89.0
(Bragg FH Huachuca 87.5
Picatinny = 854
Note - the OverallFHArmy Score of80.0 was W .Caf_”srie —1 835
- T &P . “ & : ; ainwright — 83.2
dzUAf Al SR | a foutKisSscoéeRreay WSMR 5 82,9
YPG 1 82.6
3 Installatiors (7%) Greely, Huachucaand Drum FH 1 80.0
Picatinny earned Outstandingscores (85.0 or Knox 79.8
above). This isa decreasdrom 10Installations Redstone } 79.1
' Hawaii 178.3
i i _ Irwin FH 177.7
5 Installatiors (12%) achieved scores in the Campbell 7.4
This represents Lee 177.2
a decreasef 27.90 of scores in the Very Gog ~ Camp Parks V6.5
range from 2018 Sam Houston 76.3
Benning 16.0
. Hamilton 75.8
12 Installatiors (28%) Knox, Redstone, APG Belvoir 152
Hawaii, Irwin FH, Campbell, Lee, Camp Pa Riley 1 4.9
Sam Houston, Benning, Hamilton and Belvc Stewart FH 1 4.8
achieved scores in th&ood (79.9 to 75.0) Hunter AA I M.5
range Lewis-McChord 1 8.1
’ Detrick ] 7:#.0
_ . . Gordon 1 73.0
13 Installatiors (30%) achievedscores in the Rucker 1 72.7
rangein 2019. Hood 1 74.6
Monterey ] 71:3
7 Installations (16%) Leavenworth, Leonard Séﬁg I' 7701=52
Wood, Polk, Eusti_s, Moffett, West Point ar Jackson ' 700
Walter Reed received scores in the Sill 1 701
Leavenworth 1 69.5
Leonard Wood l 68.?
2 Installatiors (5%) Carson and Meade FH EE;':; .I gg'é
received scores in thé?oor (64.9 to 60.0) Moffett ,67_'7:
range. West Point 1 65.8 !
Walter Reed ] 65.7 :
Bragg FH2%)received an Overall score of 58. Carson 64.0 !
This falls within theVery Poor (59.9 to 55.0 Meade FH 624
Bragg FH 58.9 1
range. . '
0.0 80.0
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12.Property Score by Installation
. FH Property Score by Installation
The FH Property Score mstallationranged
from a high 088.0 (Greely to a low 0f58.0 Greely meeeeees———— 88.0
(Bragg FH Note - the Overall FH Army Huachuca 1 84.5
PropertyScore o80.0was utilized as the Carlisle —1 84.4
aD2t¢ aO02NB FT2N K WSMR -1 828
] ) Picatinny Arsenal = 82.6
With 88.0, Greely (2%) scored in the Wainwright 9 81.3
Outstanding (85.0 or above) rangefor | Redstone Arsenal 1 80.1
Property Scores YPG 178.9
Camp Parks 177.7
. 0 . Knox 76.1
6 Installatiors (14%) Huachuca, Carlisle Drum EH 76.0
WSMR, Picatinny Arsenal, Wainwright, a APG 15.9
Redstone Arsenakarnedscores irthe Detrick 15.6
Hawaii 15.5
Irwin FH 15.4
llati o K Hamilton 1 T4.6
8 Installatiors (19%) Y_PGCamp_Par S, Kno> Benning 743
Drum FH, APG, Detrick, Hawaii and Irwin | Campbell 1 78.7
achieved scores in th&ood (79.9 to 75.0)| Lewis-McChord ] 78.6
range_ Lee ] 7%4
Belvoir ] 72{.8
. . . Riley 1 72.7
14 InstallatlorB. (33%) Hamilton, Bgnnlqg, Jackson . 73_7
Campbell, LewidcChord, Lee, Belvoir, Riley Stewart FH 1 7.5
Jackson, Stewart FH, Monterey, Gordc Monterey 1 7136
Hunter AA, Sam Houston and Moffet Gordon 1 7134
achieved scores in the Hunter AA ' 7113
Sam Houston 1 704
Moffett 1 704
Leavenworth 1 69.7
10 Installationg23%) Leavenworth Sill, Sill | 69.2
Walter Reed, Hood, Eustis, Bliss, Leon Walter Reed 1 69.
Wood, West Point, Rucker and Stor Hood 1 69.5
received scores in th& Egl‘c.'t's ' 69.3
iss ] 69.q
Leonard Wood 1 68.9
West Point ] 68.%}
3 Installatiors (7%) CarsonPolkand Meade Rucker 1 68.9
fell in the Poor(64.9 to 60.0 range. Story 1 68.2
Carson 63.6 :
: Polk 63.5
Bragg FK2%)received a property score 68 MeadeoFH 62.0 E
- Very Poor (59.9 to 55.0) Bragg FH 580 I
0 80
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13. Service Score by Installation

The FH Service Score bynstallation ranged
from a high of90.1 (Greely to a low 0f58.0
(Bragg FH Note-the Score 080.0was utilized
a G§KS o Dethistséore ar@e NB

3 Installatiors (7%) Greely, Huachuca anc
Picatinny achieved scores in th®utstanding
(85.0 or aboveyange

9 Installatiors (21%) achieved scores in the

12 Installatiors (28%)achieved scores in the
Good(79.9 to 75.0) range.

9 Installatiors (21%) Rucker, LewitcChord,
Hood, Story, Monterey, Polk, Detrick, Bliss a
Sill received scores in the

5 Installatiors (12%) Leavenworth, Leonard
Wood, Jackson, Eustis and Moffett receiv
scores inthe

4 Installations(9%) Carson West Point, Walter
Reed and Meade Ffell in the Poor (64.9 to
60.0) range.

Bragg FH2%)received a property score of 58
Very Poor (59.9 to 55.0)

Color Key

|
84.9 10 80.0

74.9to0 70.0 Average
69.9 to 65.0 Below Average

FH Service Score by Installation

Greely
Huachuca
Picatinny

90.1
89.3
87.4

Yuma PG

Wainwright

Carlisle
WSMR
Drum FH
Knox

Sam Houston
Aberdeen PG

Irwin FH
Hawaii
Campbell
Lee
Redstone
Benning
Hunter AA
Stewart FH
Hamilton
Camp Parks
Belvoir
Riley
Gordon
Rucker
Lewis-McChord
Hood
Story
Monterey
Polk
Detrick
Bliss
Sill
Leavenworth
Leonard Wood
Jackson
Eustis
Moffett
Carson
West Point
Walter Reed
Meade FH
Bragg FH

59.9t055.0 | Very Poor |
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14. Additional NonCodedQuestionsaddedfor 2019:

Residents were asked to rate their satisfaction with their home and privatized housing comn3zeityelow
based on 23,431 surveys received.

1 67% (15,679) are satisfied with their honi®%(2,327) are neither satisfied nor dissatisfied and 23%
(5,374) are dissatisfied with their home.

1 59% (13,896) are satisfied with the privatized housing commuh8%o (3,071) are neither satisfied nor
dissatisfied and 27% (6,324) are dissatisfied withghvatized housing community.

Count and Percent Response by Question

Considering All Factors:

a. How satisfied are you with your home? 7,419 | 8,260 2,327 3275 | 2,099 | 51 734 | 37
b. How s_atlsfled are you with this privatized housing 6,908 6,988 3.071 3.267 3,057 140 69.8 35
community?

Considering All Factors:

a. How satisfied are you with your home? 32.0% 35.0% 10.0% 14.0% 9.0% 0.0% 73.4 3.7
Eégmﬁﬁ‘;ff'ed are you with this privatized housing | 5q o5 | 30,00 | 13.0% | 14.0% |13.0% | 1.0% | 69.8 | 3.5

Count and Percent by (5/4s, 3s and 2/1s)

Ao . Satisfied Dissatisfied No
Considering All Factors: 5/4s Neutral 2/1s Opinion
a. How satisfied are you with your home? 15,679 | 2.327 5,374 51 73.4 3.7
b. How s_atlsfled are you with this privatized housing 13,896 3071 6,324 140 69.8 35
community?

Satisfied | Neutral Dissatisfied No
5/4s 3s 2/1s Opinion

Considering All Factors:

a. How satisfied are you with your home? 67.0% | 10.0% 23.0% 00% | 734 | 37

b. How satisfied are you with this privatized
housing community?

59.0% | 13.0% 27.0% 1.0% 69.8 3.5
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15. Select Questions by Installatior8orted by Partner.

The following questions Q8a. Q8b. Q2j. Qb5a.
were selected as areas Installation Partner | Dissatisfied | Privatized Services Condition
.. . . Home Communit Overall of Home
indicative of Resident : i
. . . 0 o 0 o 0 o 0
Satisfact Bliss BBC 26.6% 31.8% 25.8% 31.4%
atistaction. Carlisle BBC 16.4% 16.4% 11.0% 16.4%
8a. Considering a" factors Carson BBC 38.7% 44.5% 36.0% 40.0%
how satisfied are vou with Detrick BBC 30.4% 30.4% 29.0% 30.4%
y Eustis BBC 39.2% 45.1% 35.3% 39.6%
your home overall? Gordon BBC 33.2% 34.3% 22.5% 38.9%
8b Considering a” factors Hamilton BBC 22.3% 32.2% 24.2% 29.8%
how satisfied are you with Hunter BBC 25.7% 26.3% 18.2% 27.5%
th fivatized h in Jackson BBC 24.8% 31.7% 32.6% 26.9%
€ privalized housing Leonard Wood  BBC 34.5% 40.5% 31.3% 40.2%
community? Picatinny BBC 12.2% 12.2% 10.2% 18.4%
2J Overall level of quallty Stewart BBC 23.5% 26.7% 19.7% 26.4%
arid sevices received? Story BBC 30.1% 35.1% 29.8% 32.5%
) Walter Reed BBC 28.9% 41.7% 44.7% 36.8%
5a. Overall condition of West Point BBC 33.1% 53.0% 43.2% 40.1%
your home? White Sands BBC 9.4% 9.4% 9.5% 10.8%
Belvoir Clark 20.0% 25.5% 16.7% 23.0%
P, Benning Clark 21.2% 24.0% 18.2% 25.9%
Color Coding: Camp Parks Clark 15.2% 36.4% 27.3% 18.2%
Areas rated Overg%, Irwin Clark 20.5% 24.2% 12.2% 25.0%
dissatisfied are indicated in Moffett Clark 23.8% 31.3% 30.1% 25.0%
red font and red highlight Monterey Clark 20.4% 29.4% 26.1% 24.4%
Dissatisfied = a selgectiqonlm APG Corvias 16.0% 17.9% 13.3% 27.1%
- ) Bragg Corvias 42.9% 50.3% 47.9% 45.5%
a2 or 1 response choice fo peade Corvias 43.5% 50.6% 42.7% 47.0%
that questlon. Polk Corvias 36.8% 45.4% 27.6% 40.0%
Riley Corvias 16.5% 26.8% 18.8% 19.1%
Results: Rucker Corvias 26.0% 30.7% 23.0% 26.0%
) Sill Corvias 31.9% 36.4% 31.1% 34.0%
For many locations, Lee Hunt 21.6% 25.0% 15.2% 24.2%
residents are satisfied Redstone Hunt 21.4% 17.4% 24.6% 23.2%
overall with their home but Campbell Lendlease 18.5% 21.7% 14.8% 21.7%
not the condition of their Drum Lendlease 19.2% 18.7% 12.0% 24.1%
. Hawaii Lendlease 12.1% 18.3% 12.0% 12.8%
COl_JI(iZi]éJe IOcatIOhn, f Hood Lendlease 28.4% 28.2% 20.3% 34.2%
neighoors or other areas of Lendlease 16.8% 19.7% 11.1% 18.2%
personal preference. Wainwright Lendlease 13.1% 13.1% 8.2% 13.8%
Lewis-McChord | Lincoln 25.3% 30.3% 19.5% 25.2%
Sam Houston Lincoln 25.1% 25.5% 13.7% 31.5%
Huachuca Michaels 7.7% 7.3% 6.6% 8.0%
Leavenworth Michaels 32.3% 38.2% 29.4% 34.9%
YPG Michaels 10.1% 10.1% 14.5% 15.9%
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16. Highest and Lowest Scoring Questions:

CEL reviewed the Top and Bottom scoring question2Ga.

Top and Bottom Fiv&coringQuestions:The top five scoring questions range fr@3.1to 82.5and include areasuch as
Courtesy Respect, an&rofessionalism oStaff Easeof Leasind’rocessand OverallLeasing?rocess.

Top 5 Scoring Questions

Question Score| BSF
3c. Courtesy of maintenance personnel 88.1 6
6b. Professionalism in which you are treated (Leasing) 85.4 5
2c. Courtesy anBespect with which you are treated. (Management) 846 | 8
6a. Ease of the Leasing Process 83.0 5
6d. Overall level and quality of the leasing office 825| 5

The bottom five range fron68.5to 61.5and include areas d¥isitor Parking, PestControl, LandscapingCommunity
Conditionsand Quality ofManagement.

Bottom 5 Scoring Questions

Question Score| BSF
1c. Landscaping (Community) 68.5 3
4f. Visitor parking 68.5 7
le.Condition of roads, parking areas, sidewalks and common areas 68.4 3
5e. Pest Control 675 | 7
5b. Landscapingnimediatearea around your home) 65.8 7
7e. Compared to other communities | have lived in this is the best manag 61.5| 9

Business Success Factors

1 - Readiness to Solve Problems 6 - Quality of Maintenance
2 - Responsiveness & Follethrough 7 - Property Rating

3 - Property Appearance and Condition | 8- Relationship Rating

4 - Quality of Management Services 9 - Renewal Intention

5 - Quality of Leasing
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17.Score Decline:

To better understand théecline in scoreacrosgnostinstallationswithin all regionsCEL conducted an analys
of residents that completed surveys ftite years 2017 to 201@hile living in the same hom&or most projects
the scores started to declingetween 2017 to 2018 with the exception of Moffett, Belvoir, Eustis, White Se
and Hunter. The increases for these locations were minathedr thanEustis (6.0).

Comments from the residents for the 13 locations where scores had declined intidissatisfaction with areas
such as maintenancepndition of thehome, service providec&and how BAH is allocatedlThese same types ¢
comments were made in all three yearsitithere is a greatelevel of dissatisfaction in 2019.

The score declireappea to be a combination of growing dissatisfaction at some locations coupled wi
greater sense of dissatisfaction upon learning that other residents had similar or greater issues. Resident
the media reports and cited partner profits which coulduat@vecortributed to the downward trend in resident
sentiment.

2017 to 2018 to # of

0
s Eer Sze(:\%rce Sze?\%igce 2(.)18 Sze?\%igce 2(.)19 R#;;ggnis et Rﬁs?t?;fs
Variance Variance ec.
Walter Reed 70.9 68.7 2.2 44.6 -24.1 6 38 16%
Story 85.3 84.4 -0.9 71.9 -125 24 114 21%
Bragg 77.9 75.5 2.4 63.7 -11.8 101 884 11%
Redstone 95.0 91.7 -3.3 81.1 -10.6 44 207 21%
Jackson 87.6 85.8 -1.8 77.5 -8.3 22 145 15%
Moffett 73.4 75.2 1.8 68.4 -6.8 18 84 21%
Lee 90.4 86.5 -3.9 80.3 -6.2 92 791 12%
Meade 76.9 68.9 -8.0 63.4 -5.5 90 425 21%
Gordon 81.9 81.5 -0.4 76.8 -4.7 27 208 13%
Belvoir 79.2 80.1 0.9 75.6 -4.5 169 1064 16%
Knox 89.0 88.5 -0.5 84.1 -4.4 158 862 18%
Eustis 57.4 63.4 6.0 60.1 -3.3 29 227 13%
Sill 86.9 80.4 -6.5 77.4 -3.0 34 283 12%
White Sands 84.5 86.5 2.0 84.0 -2.5 28 139 20%
Sam Houston 78.5 77.3 -1.2 74.9 2.4 34 308 11%
Wainwright 88.6 85.0 -3.6 83.3 -1.7 103 837 12%
Hunter 80.9 83.4 2.5 82.5 -0.9 18 167 11%
Installations with Decrease in 2018 and Increase in 2019

Hamilton 85.1 77.8 -7.3 80.1 2.3 17 121 14%
Camp Parks 81.4 77.2 -4.2 80.9 37 4 33 12%
YPG 85.5 75.6 -9.9 79.3 3.7 8 69 12%
Picatinny 82.5 75.0 -7.5 83.7 8.7 8 49 16%
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C. Overall Results - Unaccompanied Housing

UnaccompaniedHousingconsiss of five complexeswithin five separatelnstallations. Of the five complexs,
The TimbergDrum)earneda Platinum Award for Excellence in Customer Serface fourth year.

Overall Score ‘ Property Score Service Score Response Rate
Portfolio Current  Prior ‘ Change ‘ Current ‘ Prior ‘ Change Current Prior Change Current Prior ‘ Change
Army UH 86.7 90.4 (8.7) 86.5 90.0 (3.5) 86.4 90.2 (3.8) 19.8% 27.9% (8.1%)
Observations:

1 2 out of 5 complexeachieved awardd-ort Stewart and Fort Drum. Brabddachieved a Service Scor
of 85.7 but did not meet the minimum response rate criteria of 20% to be award eligible.

1 Overall Service Score is 86.7, a decrease of 3.7 points. Service rating is stilllow trenge of
Outstanding.

1 The UH maintains high scores, however all UH scores decreased in 2019.

# of # of

Installation | Partner Overall | Property Service Dist Rec
Awards gs.

1 | Stewart BBC 89.1 88.2 89.9 1 1| 301| 80 26.6%
2 | Irwin Clark 80.4 79.6 81.9 0 1| 120| 37 30.8%
3 | Bragg Corvias 86.3 85.4 85.7 0 1| 512 77 15.0%
4 | Meade Corvias 79.7 82.6 76.2 0 1| 646 81 12.5%
5 | Drum Lendlease 94.8 93.2 95.8 1 1| 204| 78 38.2%

Select Satisfaction Questions by Installation:

Areas rated over 20% dissatisfied are indicated in red font and red highlight. Not®rkorthas less than
2.6% for any questions and 0% for Services Overall.

Q8a. Q8b. Q2. Q5a.
Installation Partner Dissatisfied  Privatized Services Condition
Home Community Overall of Home
Bragg Corvias 6.6% 2.6% 7.8% 3.9%
Drum Winn 1.3% 2.6% 0.0% 1.3%
Irwin Clark 30.6% 24.3% 18.9% 16.2%
Meade Corvias 12.5% 20.0% 19.2% 7.7%
Stewart BBC 8.8% 7.6% 2.5% 2.5%

Note Q8a and Q8b are naroded questions.

i@l 2019 SUMMARYHEADQUARTERS DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY, IRESIDENWIUNITIESITIATIVE RESIDEN
SURVEONBASEQMNCLASSIFED // FOR COMMITTEE USE ONLY UNTEL 26 JUL

D




V///// CEL & Associates, Inc.

/ Real Fstate Strategies, Benchmarking & Perfnrmance Solutions

D. Awards¢ Family Housing

All Army RCI locationsurveyedparticipated in the CEL National Awar,

Program for Service Excellence. This award recognizes those pri § 39Neighborhood Awards
sector and military housing locatiorend/or Installations/Firmsthat § 3Crystal Awards
provide an excellent level of service to residents.

To be award eligie, Neighborhoods must meet Service Index score anu
Response Rate criteria as follows:

1 A List AwardService Satisfaction Score of at least 85.0, and a Response Rate of at least 20%.

1 Platinum Award:Service Satisfaction Score of at |e@3tl1 (varies annually)and a Response Rate of a
least 20%.

37 Family HousingNeighborhoods achieved A List Awards for Excellence in Service and 2 achieved Pla
Awards.

For 2019, 3 Installations achieved a Crystal Installation Award and are listed bd&lowualify, an Installation
must have a consolidated Service Satisfaction score of at least 85.0 and a consolidated Response Rate
least 20.0%.

Installation Service wSO0Q I\ Partner
Greely 90.1 57.1% Lendlease/Winn
Huachuca 89.3 27.8% Michaels
Picatinny Arsenal 87.4 72.1% BBC

Note: Sorted in alpha order

Honorable mentions include:Yuma Proving Ground (& and Wainwright (84.b
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E. Results by Partner z Family Housing

1. Results by Partner

Thescores for eacRartner werecompared againgi KS NX & dzf 6 & T2 NJ & h @ SéNenbliéase!
had the highest Service Score &.9, followed byHuntat 79.2 Lendleasdad the largest portfolidby Resident

Gount with 23,756 surveys distributed BBC hd the largest Portfolio by number dhstallatiors (16) and

NeighborhoodsSurveyed125). Hunt had the highest response rates5. 3%.

Results by Partner FH

%‘23" BBC Clark | Corvias| Hunt II‘:;SC: Lincoln | Michaels
Neighborhoods Surveyed 381 125 64 31 8 88 30 35
SurveysDistributed 79,388 16,566 | 10,252 18,525 1,773 23,756 5,774 2,742
Surveys Received 23,431 4,035 3,656 2,931 998 9,299 1,774 738
Response Rate 29.5% 24.4% 35.7% 15.8% 56.3% 39.1% 30.7% 26.9%

1-Readiness to Solve Problems 77.4 72.0 78.7 69.9 83.0 80.9 76.5 80.6
2 - Responsiveness & FolleWhrough 72.2 66.4 72.9 62.3 77.2 76.8 72.7 75.2
3 - Property Appearance & Condition 72.7 69.9 74.3 62.8 75.1 75.5 74.5 75.8
4 - Quality of Management Services 74.9 69.6 76.0 65.7 78.3 79.2 74.1 77.4
5- Quality of Leasing 82.3 78.1 81.0 78.2 87.2 85.5 81.3 83.4
6 - Quality of Maintenance 78.0 74.7 77.4 70.7 78.0 81.8 77.6 80.3
7 - Property Rating 72.4 70.0 73.4 66.2 74.6 74.4 72.2 76.6
8 - Relationship Rating 75.5 70.5 76.7 67.1 79.5 79.3 75.2 78.2
9 - Renewal Intention 67.9 61.7 68.7 58.3 69.8 72.9 67.0 72.7
# Props- Svc < 79 261 103 45 30 4 42 19 18
% Props Svc < 79 68.5% 82.4% 70.3% 96.8% 50.0% 47.7% 63.3% 51.4%
Properties Winning A List 115 19 9 6 7 45 13 16
Properties Winning Platinum 7 1 2 0 0 1 0 3

% PropsiNinning Award 32.0% 16.0% 17.2% 19.4% 87.5% 52.3% 43.3% 54.3%
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2. Satisfaction Indexes by Partner

PARTNER RESULTS 2019

The following details the Satisfaction Indexes by Partner.
m Overall 2019 m Property 2019 ® Service 2019

N <))
© : o :
[t © = ~ ® ~ 2
d ; ~ ~ o © ~
~ N~
‘ ‘ @ @ ‘ ‘ | ‘ ‘
S

BBC (16) CLARK (6) CORVIAS (7) HUNT (2) LENDLEASE (7) LINCOL
3. Satisfaction Indexes by Partne€urrent and PrioiScores

70.6
70.0
71.1
73.7
74.7
74.8
73.0
76.3

65.0

@ ©
: ©
N ~

(2) MICHAELS (3)

©

L0

N~
N

All Satisfactionindexes declined for each Partnélarkand Lendleas©verall Scoredeclined by less
than 5 points. Corvias as a wholedithe highest rate of declinat -11.3points for the Overall score.

Overall Property Service
Partner
BBC 70.6 76.7 -6.1 70.0 76.3 | 6.3 71.1 77.3 -6.2
Clark 75.3 78.0 2.7 73.7 775 | -3.8 76.5 78.8 -2.3
Corvias 67.0 78.3 | -11.3| 65.0 758 | -10.8| 67.6 79.8 | -12.2
Hunt 77.6 85.9 -8.3 74.7 84.2 | 95 79.2 87.5 -8.3
Lendlease 78.0 82.9 -4.9 74.8 80.6 | -5.8 79.9 84.6 4.7
Lincoln 74.5 81.9 -7.4 73.0 804 | 7.4 75.6 83.7 -8.1
Michaels 77.8 83.2 -5.4 76.3 824 | 6.1 78.6 84.0 -5.4
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4. Score Cards by Partner

A Score Card for each Partner has been created to provide a quick overview of the results, as well as ¢llow
ease in sharing informationReference pages 22 thru 29.

Each Score Card includes the following information:

1 Current and Prior Score Tabke showingcurrent and prior Partner performancéJsesOverall Army RCI
Housing as baseline.
Project Detailsg Surveyperiod, survey response data, and numberéighborhoodsurveyed.

Observationsg Review of overall Partner performanaed eachnstallationmanaged by the Partner.

Awards¢ Any awards achieved on an Oveta#tallationlevel.

= =2 =4 =4

Service Prior Score Comparisqtrour years of Service Satisfaction Index scbydastallation Color
coding to easily determine improvements madigstallatiors doing well, andhstallatiors in need of
improvement

1 Current Satisfaction Indexes by InstallatianOveral| Property and Service Scores for each
Installation.
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Balfour Beatty (BBC)

Al

. . Overal
BBC has sixteeninstallatiors that Metric ¢ 201¢  Vvar AmyRC var Miitary g
include 125 Neighborhoods. The Housing <°t:r‘j;;';ar

Overall, Service and Property Scores @lferall scor 704 764 (6.1 74 (40| 824 (115
decreased by over 6 points in 2019. |property Scor 70.q 76.4 (6.3 728 (25 811 (111
Service Scol 71.1 77.3 (6.2 75.9 (4.8 82.¢ (11.5
Observations: Survey Period (201¢ | Apr-May
{ Picatinnyachieveda Crystal Awardn 2019 with a Service Score @Surveys Distributec 16,56¢
87.4. Surveys Receive 4,03t
{ Focus should be given imost allinstallations as all Service scor@sesponse Rat 24.49
(with the exception of Picatinny and Hamilton) decreased from 2018.operties Surveye: 12E

1 Special attention should be given to thosestallations with score
decreases of over 10 points (Story, Leonard Wood, Jackson, West Point andREalt¢r
1 BBC has one UH Installation (STEWART, MARNE PDi&Bervice Score is 89.9 in the range |of
G hdzi & (dtéy RA Y 3

Prior Score ComparisogSorted Highest to Lowest by Service Score

Installation Service Scores Rating Range

2019 2018 Var 2017 2016 2019 2018 2017 2016 2015
Picatinny 87.4]| 84.2| 3.2 | 87.9|89.9]| 776 . Good
Carlisle 83.1]| 87.9| -48 | 87.6]88.0/ 813
White Sands 82.4| 855| -3.1 | 82.8| 83.2| 80.3 | V. Good| V.Good
Hunter 76.9 | 815 -4.6 | 77.9] 76.2| 73.9 el Good  Good
Stewart FH 76.8| 78.5| -1.7 | 76.9] 69.6 | 65.7 [RNEIl L I Cl ol I Elolols Blw Avg
Hamilton 76.7| 71.1[ 5.6 | 80.9| 78.5| 70.7 PNElLL. S Avg
Gordon 75.0| 80.0| 5.0 | 77.0| 74.3 | 67.7 el SN  Avg | Blw Avg
Story 73.2| 886 |-154| 83.1| 84.1| 78.9| Avg Good
Detrick 71.4| 725 -1.1 | 780] 775] 747| Avg Good  Good
Bliss 71.2| 76.8] 56 | 71.1] 73.7| 71.1| Avg [ Avg
Leonard Wood | 69.1 | 83.3 | -14.2] 80.7 | 75.8 | 76.4 | Biw Avg| V. Good| V. Goodel eI ErseLs
Jackson 68.2 | 80.0|-11.8| 85.4 | 81.2 | 79.2 | Blw Avg| V. Good Good
Eustis 67.1] 76.0| -8.9 | 70.3| 68.5 | 66.4 Avg | Blw Avg| Blw Avg
Carson 64.5| 69.5| -5.0 | 69.8| 70.5 | 66.6 ZLS! BlwAvg| Avg | Biw Avg
West Point 63.9| 75.8|-11.9| 67.3 | 69.0 | 68.0 [EEzele]g \ €lolols i Blw Avg| Blw Avg| Blw Avg
Walter Reed 63.2 | 74.4|-11.2| 71.3 | 68.8 | 58.4 =ele]s Avg | Blw Avg
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Balfour Beatty (BBC) Cont.
Satisfaction Indexes binstallation by Partner:

Bliss, Carlisle&CarsonDetrick, Eustis, Gordon, Hamilton and Hunter
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Clark Realty
Overal Al

Clark Realty has sikstallatiors that Metric 201¢ 201¢€ var. ArmyRC Var, Military 5
include 65  Neighborhoods. Al Housing S
Satisfaction Indexesdecreased from|overall Scor 75. 780 (@27 74.€ 0.7 82.1 (6.8
2018, with the Property Score decreasingoperty Scor 73.1 7y (38 72t 1.2 811 (7.4
by almost 4 points (3.8). |Service Scol 76.5 78.¢ (2.3 75.9 0.€ 82.€ (6.1
Observations: :

T LNBAY ClI NBYIAya Ay 0(KS ax8NB B@LHECRY hnMay igig e

decrease ofl..8 points from 2018. Surveys Distributec | 10,25
 Benning and Camp Parl@rvice Scoreslecreased,moving from [SUVeYs Receive 3,65¢

+SNE D22Ré (2 aD 2 MEtHétt dechBsad frann [REERONGERALY 1\ ¢y 3577
Tpdc (2 cc®T AY HAMDE Y2@Ay3d COeEepuveges| o 68l
T a2y iSNBeQa {SNIBAOS {O2NB AYyONBIFaSR odH LRA
movingfromda . St 2¢ ! GSNIF IS¢ (2 a! GSNI IS¢ AYy HAmMpPD

Prior Score ComparisogSorted Highest to Lowest by Service Score

Installation _____Service Scores Rating Range

2019 2018/ Var 2017 2018 2017 2016 2015
Irwin FH 80.0| 81.8|-1.8]| 82.0 | 80.9] 69.5 d| V.Good| V. Good| V. Good| Blw Avg|

Benning 77.1|825|-54| 816|812 78.8 Good V. Good| V. Good| V. Good Good
Belvoir 76.2 | 79.5 | -3.3| 75.9| 80.5 | 78.2 BNl Good Good \ Good
Camp Parks 76.2| 80.3|-4.1] 82.7 | 84.1| 72.6 |RNelLeLs
Monterey 72.0|68.8| 32| 759/ 80.2| 77.6| Avg Good \ Good
Moffett 66.7 | 75.6 | -8.9| 62.8 | 70.5| 69.1 | Blw Avg Good Poor

CLARK 2019

m Overall m Property mService
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Corvias
) ) . Overal _A”
Corvias had Installatiors that include Metric 201¢  201¢ var, ArmyRC var, Military 5
31 Neighborhoods All  Corvias Housing S
Satisfaction Indexedecreasedby over |overall Scor 67.C 78.4 (113 74.€ (7.6 82.1 (15.1
10 points for 2019 The Overall |Property Scor 65.( 75. (10.8 72.5 (7.5 811 (16.1
Response Rate was also very low Service Scol 67.€ 79.9 (12.2 75.9 (8.3 82.€ (15.0
OMpdy:: 0 FlLEEfAYI Ayildz GKS a. St29 GSNFIFS¢
range. Survey Period (201¢ | Apr-May
Surveys Distributec 18,52¢
Observations: Surveys Receive 2,931
f All Service Scoredeclined for 209. Riley dropped from 86.9|Response Rat 15.8%
oOutstanding to 76.16Good from 2018 to 2019. Properties Surveyet 31

1 Bragg FH Service Score dropped significantly (ifms) from2018.
The 201§ SNIWAOS { O2NB gl a aD22Ré¢ oTtTdnov GAGK |

Prior Score ComparisogSorted Highest to Lowest by Service Score

nstallation . ServiceScores Rating Range

2019 2018 Var 2017 2016 2015 2019 2018 2017 2016 2015

APG 80.5|82.0| -1.5 | 83.1| 84.8| 79.7 V. Good| V. Good| [elolo]s
Riley 76.1| 86.9| -10.8| 83.5| 84.2 | 82.3 NEL V. Good| V. Good| V. Good|
Rucker 74.9|836| 8.7 | 88.0] 885]89.3| Avg |

Polk 71.9|775] 56| 79.7] 84.2] 825| Avg [NELLBENEN V. Good| V. Good

sill 70.0 | 82.1|-12.1| 84.4| 85.8| 82.3

Meade FH 62.1| 74.7|-12.6]| 78.8] 79.2 | 78.1 PN Good  Good
Bragg FH 58.0 | 77.4|-19.4| 81.2] 81.4]| 835

To)
LQc»O-
o 2
K W ® -LO -_
= o ¥ o o ~
e 9 a ol o
W 0 © © © ©
] II| | |||

BRAGG FH MEADE FH POLK RILEY RUCKER SILL

CORVIAS 2019

m Overall mProperty mService
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Hunt
. . Overal .A”
Hunt consists of2 Installatiors that Metric 201¢  201¢ var. ArmyRC var, Military 5
include8 NeighborhoodsHunt Overall, Housing S
Property and Service Scores decreasegkerall scor 77.€ 85 (8.3 74.€ 3. 82 (45
noticeably from 2018 with the PropertyProperty Scor 74.7 84.2 (9.5 72.8 2.2 81.1 (6.4
Score decreasing bymostlo points. Service Scol 79.2 87.5 (8.3 75.9 3.2 82.€ (3.4
I C
Observations: Survey Pe_f|0<_3| (201¢ Apr—Mayr
T .20K 1dzyd t20FdA2ya RNRLLISR T REYEYSQIHEWES G+ L/ 8K |y 3
1 wSRaG2yS50a {SNBAOS {O02NB RSONBYVEIEELCCHSy [no BB [Li2
year. Response Rat 56.3%
Properties Surveyel 8

Prior Score ComparisogSorted Highest to Lowest by Service Score
Service Scores Rating Range

Installation

2019 2018 Var ‘2017‘ 2016‘ 2015 2019 2018 2017 2016 2015

Lee 79.6| 86.9| -7.3 | 87.1 85.1 | 82.7 [Helolels
Redstone 77.6| 90.8|-13.2| 89.4| 85.6 Good

HUNT 2019

m Overall m Property ®Service

d
=}
©
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79.1

77.2
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Lendlease

Overal Al
Lendleaséas? Installatiors that include Metric 201¢ 201  Var. ArmyRC var, Military 5
89 NeighborhoodsTheOverall and Housing S
ServiceScore decreasedrom the Overall Scor 78.( 82. (4.9 74.6 3.4 821 (4.1
rangesoft SNE D22 Ré¢ (12 |Pae@pS@H 74§ 80§ (58] 725 232 811 (63
the PropertyScore decreasing from Service Scol 79.9 84.€ 4.7 75.9 4.C 82.6 .7

G+SNE D22R¢é¢ (2 a! SN ISdé

Survey Period (2019):Apr-May
Observations: Surveys Distributed:| 23,756
1 GreefDa { S Nlnc@ssed fradrP8RIBto 90.1 in 2019, earning grirveys Received: 9,299
Installation Award. Response Rate: 39.19
1 6outof 7InstallatiorsQ { S NJJ AdécSeaspdir22NIB.4 Properties Surveyed 89

1 Lendleasdas one UH BuildinpRUM, THEIMBERS This location achieved a Platinum Award and t

the highest Service Score of all the Army RCbuldings(95.8).

Prior Score ComparisogSorted Highest to Lowest by Service Score

Installation Service Scores Rating Range |
2018 Var 2017 2016 2015 2019 2018 | 2017 2016 2015

Greely \ V. Good
Wainwright 845|858|-1.3| 86.5| 855 | 77.9 | . | Good
Drum FH 82.3|86.7|-4.4| 86.8| 86.0 | 84.0 | V. Good
Knox 82.0|87.9| 59| 87.9| 88.8 | 87.8 | V. Good | |
Hawaii 79.8 | 83.3 | -3.5| 82.3 | 81.7 | 79.9 [BNEll Good |
Campbell 79.7 | 86.4 | -6.7| 85.4 | 81.0 | 81.8 [BNELlL
Hood 74.3| 81.5|-7.2| 80.8 | 82.3| 78.8 V. Good| V. Good| V. Good| el
LENDLEASE 2019
m Overall mProperty m Service
© o g [Te)
.3 | §gs ]gm 228 | o, | gg8 | 843
CAMPBELL DRUM FH GREELY HAWAII HOOD KNOX WAINWRIGHT
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Lincoln Military Housing

All
Lincolnhas 2Installatiors that include Metric 201¢ 201¢€ Var. A?r\:s,raplqlc var, Military /5
30 Neighborhoods. The Overall, Housing S
Property and Service Scores decreadederall Scor 74.9 81.9 (7.4 74.€ (0.1 82.1 (7.6
by over 7 pointsbetween 2019 and|Property Scor 73.C 80.4 (7.4 72.5 0.5 81.1 8.1
20109. Service Scol 75.6 83.7 (8.1 75.9 (0.3 82.¢ (7.0
Observations:

Survey Period (2019]:Apr-May
Surveys Distributed: 5,774

 LewisMcChordda { S NJ&lac@&sed{bpandd 10 poirftom 2018
moving fromaVery Good to GAverage. S Received: Re7)
1 Sam Houstonlecreasedy only0.2 pointsin Service for 204, Rzgp?r;ee;aet:? : 3’0 7
N\BY|'7\Y7\Y3 7\)/ UKS a+SNE D22RE NPr’()pﬁ'rﬁ’esSurveyed 30

Prior Score ComparisogSorted Highest to Lowest by Service Score

e e ore Rating Range
GRS 019 2018 Var 20 016 20 019 018 0 016 i
Sam Houston 80.9|81.1|-0.2| 78.5| 82.0| 74.3 | V. Good| V. Good o[os 8 V. Good| Avg
JBLM 74.4 | 84.2|-9.8| 81.0| 77.1| 76.8 Avg | V. Good| V. Good 00d 0od

LINCOLN 2019

m Overall m Property mService
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The MichaelsOrganization

Michaels has$ Installationsthat _ . Overal Miﬁ‘tgry
include35 Neighborhoods. Overall SIS B I ':rmy RO et
Satisfaction withinthe Michaels s — 831 (54 Ou( Y Afm I
: : verall Scor . .4 . . . . .
porth“O decreasedmtablym 2019. Property Scor 76.3 82.4 (6.1 72.5 3.8 81.] (4.8
) Service Scol 78.4 84.( (5.4 75.9 2.7 82.6 (4.0
Observations:
T Huachuca achievea Crystal Survey Period (2019):Apr-May
Awardagain in 2019. L A Surveys Distributed: | _ 2,742
T YPGincrease@2 pointstoremairh y° U KS &+ SNE DZEKREReN e IS Prag
1 Leavenwort2d { I ( A & Tdécteasadzby1.7 panesNE#BVINg[Response Rate: 26.99
FTNBY a+SNE D22R¢ (2 a.St24 ! BENKE Sfveyddy HBMD

Prior Score ComparisogSorted Highest to Lowest by Service Score

Post Service Scores Rating Range
2017 2016 2015

Huachuca 89.3| 90.0| -0.7 | 89.2| 88.0 | 86.8
YPG 845|84.3| 0.2 | 88.9| 88.7 | 82.7 | V. Good
Leavenworth 69.5| 81.2|-11.7| 82.5| 81.0| 77.1 | Blw Avg| V.Good | V. Good| V. Goodelefe]s

MICHAELS 2019

m Overall m Property ® Service
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Addendum A

_ Core set of questions used for
The Survey: The suivey was developed by using a core set comparison to private sector and
questions provided by CEL. The core question set for the FH ant military housing

resident surveys is identical to all private sector and milits
residents surveyed. By utilizing a core set of questions CAHE LER =S Y S T 0o S 1= ga A Y -y L= 1e 15 R g

compare results of the Army survey with other military and priva Garrison Commanders were surveye
sector housing results.

Additionally, CEL surveyed the Garrison Commanders and Property Managers of
Neighborhoodinstallation to ascertain the similarity/dissimilarity of percept®o based on identical
performance measures.

The Survey ProcessCEL worked witthe Army andeach RCI Partner to set up the survey process and ok
information on eachNeighborhood to be surveyed within eatistallation. All surveys were completenline.

§ Distribution: CEL distribute@1,462surveys to Family and Unaccompanied residents living in RCI Hot
Therewere a total of 30 NeighborhoodsBuildingsat 43 Installatiors. Installatiors coulddesignateExcess
units to be excluded fronnstallationand Overall reports. dur Neighborhoods, atwo Installatiors, with
292residents, were excluded under these parameters. To qualify as Excess, the homes must be sc
for demolition within two years. In the included homes, there wetd 71residents in 38 Neighborhoods;
381 FHNeighborhoods 79,388residents) and 5 UNeighborhoods (I,83residents).

§ Population: The survey was distributed tmne resident per householliving On-Baseat the time of the
survey launch

§ Online Survey A survey invitation was sent \é@nailto all Residents being surveyed. Each email inclu
a uniquelink to the online survey. Up to three email Reminders were then sent out teregpondents at
sevendayintervals. & / 2 RS § S S Meéift sarkel &cess hivmnidnavere created for ea
address. Th&CPartner could provide the letters to residents who did not receive the email.

§ Quality Control: The unique survey link was associated with a specific Resident address wit
Neighborhood to ensure each home only completed one survey, thus ensuring quality control .
consistent distribution methodology.
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Addendum B

Analytics: For purposes of assessing Resident opinions, CEL has developed a proprietary scoring
Residents respond to each survey question usiiigegpoint Likert scale. Aggregated answers are then group
into three overall categorieermed Satisfaction Idexes and into ninsub-categoriesermed Business Succes:
Factors.

REACT R Summarizes satisfaction by way of three Satisfaction Indices and Nine
Business Success Factors

The threeSatisfaction Indexes
provide the highestlevel

overview and offer a snapshot
of how aPartner, RCl Company,

OVERALL BUSINESS SUCCESS FACTORS

|nSta”at|0n or Slngle ShTII?qFS;IION 1. Readiness to Solve Problems
nei g hborhoodis pe rformin g. 2. Responsiveness and Follow-through
1 3. Property Appearance and Condition
. i PROPERTY 4. Quality of Management Services
The Overall Satisfaction Index SATISEACTION 5. Quality of Maintenance Services

6. Quality of Leasing Services
1 7. Property Rating

includes scores from all scored
guestions. These question
scores are included in each of
the Business Success Factors
Questions pertaining to Quality
of Leasing and Renewal
Intention are not categorized in the Service or Propéntyexbut are included in the Overall Satisfaction Inde

8. Relationship Rating
9. Renewal Intention

SERVICE
SATISFACTION
INDEX

Reporting CEL preparedonsolidatedeports by Overalhrmy, Type(FH/UH)Partner, andnstallation as well
as br eachindividualNeighborhood within a Installation Additional reporting included prpopulated Action
Plan templates at both the Installation and IndividMeighborhood levels.

Scoring: The calculated scoring ranges aefollows:

[ Scoring Range |  Rafing | [ Scoring Range [  Rafing |

100.0 to 85.0 Outstanding 69.9 to 65.0 Below Average
84.9t0 80.0 Very Good 64.9 to 60.0 Poor

79.91t0 75.0 Good 59.9t0 55.0 Very Poor
74.9t0 70.0 Average 54.9t0 0.0 Crisis

Scoring is calculated scores oflD0. Not a percentile. Example of1I00 scoring converted t& point would be 80

divided by 20 = 4.0.

/ 9 dziAaft Al SR

iKS

adzNpSe

YR AYLINRGSYSyi
(Reachingexcellence through Assessment, Communication and Transforialibis process allows for direc

LINRE OSa

comparison of all surveys conducted by CEL for purposes of comparative datadamdhirirending analysis.
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